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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Re: FW: Phase I testing.
Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:43:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Ok, thank you! I just spoke with Yolanda and she suggested we go ahead and have the call if that works for you?


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Tue, Mar 17, 2015 at 2:40 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda, I will not be able to talk about any more than what I wrote.  I don’t know if a call wouldn’t be super frustrating for everyone involved. 


 


 


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia 
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:38 PM
To: 'Cynthia Babich'
Cc: 'Miranda Maupin'; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov;
 'Scandura, John@DTSC'; 'Senga, Robert@DTSC'; James Wells
Subject: Phase I testing.


 


Hi Cynthia,


 


As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits what we can discuss to only publicly available information, which
 for purposes of the functional testing includes only the Phase I functional test.  As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable document to
 share with you.  The Phase I test and results are as follows.


 


The Phase I test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator.  The design requires the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a
 range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone.  Previous Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L.  Phase I was designed to
 demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone.  The ozone when mixed with hydrogen peroxide forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all
 organic compounds including pCBSA.


 


The Phase I test was run on February 26, 2015.  Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3 mg/L, the system was not able to maintain that rate.  An
 average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved for the test.   Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:


 


Constituent
Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)


Influent Post-
HiPOx


Post-Air
 Stripper Post-LGAC VGAC Influent Discharge


 Stack
pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34 J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA


 


 


EPA does not believe the Phase I test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.
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-Cynthia W.


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059
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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Cynthia Babich; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David;


 Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Markus Niebanck; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: Re: Phase I testing.
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 9:12:17 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Hello all, just a reminder that we have a call at 11am this morning for Cynthia Wetmore to review the
 information outlined below. This may just be a short 20-30 minutes call because as Cynthia mentions in her
 email, she will only be able to discuss what is already outlined in the email due to the confidentiality order. 


Here is the conference line: 1-434-326-4368; pin: 6287


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Tue, Mar 17, 2015 at 2:38 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,


 


As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits
 what we can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes
 only the Phase I functional test.  As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable
 document to share with you.  The Phase I test and results are as follows.


 


The Phase I test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator.  The design requires
 the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone.  Previous
 Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L.  Phase I was designed to
 demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone.  The ozone when mixed with hydrogen peroxide
 forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.


 


The Phase I test was run on February 26, 2015.  Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3
 mg/L, the system was not able to maintain that rate.  An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved
 for the test.   Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:


 


Constituent
Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)


Influent Post-
HiPOx


Post-Air
 Stripper Post-LGAC VGAC Influent Discharge


 Stack
pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34 J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
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TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA


 


 


EPA does not believe the Phase I test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.


 


-Cynthia W.


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059
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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03:27 AM
Attachments: image002.png


Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already occurred? If so, would this
 include the results of the test? I'm trying to understand whether this call would still be of
 value to DAAC and TASC. When Dana offered, I believe she was referring to the 2-week
 Phase 2 tests, right?


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Sorry Miranda, I left a message for Yolanda that I am available.  Just so you know, I am under
 court-ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can only discuss
 Phase I.  I doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it.  I plan to get more clarification from the attorneys
 about what I can say.  Sorry.  Cynthia


 


 


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059


 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM
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To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test


 


Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia Wetmore? Also,
 Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to the the state folks and
 others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? I
 suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but she prefers to invite folks to
 join the call this Thursday 10-noon.


 


Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the only 2
 hour block that works for everyone this week.


 


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


 


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
 <JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>,
 Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com"
 <dcapjane@aol.com>


Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional Test with
 Cynthia Wetmore? I will send a calendar invite.


 


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com



http://www.skeo.com/
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434-975-6700 x227


 


On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
 wrote:


Thank you, Miranda.  10 AM – 12:30 PM work best for me.  I have a 2:30 LA – SF flight. 


 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test


 


Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia Wetmore
 next Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know
 what time to works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.


 


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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From: Yogi, David
To: LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Lyons, John; Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; DIAZ,


 ALEJANDRO; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Report-Out from Call w/Cynthia
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 4:57:52 PM


Hi Everyone,
Yolanda and I just spoke with Cynthia to provide an update on the webinar we had scheduled
 for next week.  Three main points came up:
 


1.      Cynthia felt strongly that we should reschedule to early the week of February 15 (i.e.,
 Tuesday or Wed).  This would enable DAAC to focus more on the door-to-door VI
 outreach beginning the start of next week.  Next week was going to be too short of a
 turnaround for DAAC to focus on pCBSA


2.      EPA hosting the webinar represented a “takeover” of the pCBSA discussions and was
 taken as a slight to DAAC’s efforts. DAAC is fine with collaborating on an agenda
 and addressing EPA’s agenda items, though it would like to be the group responsible
 for facilitating the meeting.  (Cynthia mentioned she will request Jane facilitate again.)


3.      It is imperative that meeting notes are finalized by EPA 0distributed in the next couple
 of days.


 
We can discuss these points tomorrow during our 3:00 p.m. meeting tomorrow, but I wanted
 to give you all a heads-up prior.
 
Thanks,
David
 
David Yogi
Manager, Community Involvement Section
Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone:  415-972-3350
Mobile:  415-760-5419
Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov
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From: Phuong Ly
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov); Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
Date: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:45:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Cynthia,
As a follow-up to today’s conf call, can you please let me know which WRD wells you are
 interested in pCBSA monitoring in the future?  We are currently setting up our laboratory
 bottle order for the Spring 2014 sampling event and we would love to get your
 recommendation.  We can sample as many WRD wells as you like and can continue pCBSA
 monitoring in the future.  Also, we are interested in reviewing your Draft Sampling Plan, to
 ensure that we perform the exact same analysis as the recent drinking water well samples. 
 
Shu-Fang – If you have any recommendations for the WRD wells that you would like to be
 sampled, please let me know as well. 
 
Thanks so much!
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Cc: Phuong Ly; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Results from last Wednesdays sampling
Importance: High
 
Hi Shu-Fang,
 
Our results are all non-detect for the 6 wells sampled.  Please let us know when you have your
 results.
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 



mailto:ply@wrd.org

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:ply@wrd.org

http://www.wrd.org/







Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Lyons, John; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Cynthia B"s email #2Fw: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Saturday, April 11, 2015 10:26:42 AM





From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:29 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN;
 Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells;
 Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
 
 Until this issue is resolved please.


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
 was left out.  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
 wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to
 basically re-run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx
 system.  As you may recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that
 the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
 did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
 60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
 maximum ozone production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
 HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
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Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
 Phase I test two times.  The first test will be the same as the previous
 Phase I tests.  However, the second test will be run with a changed
 groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last week about the recent
 extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second
 Phase I test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
 lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
 the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
 overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant.  This influent
 groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
 used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
 are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
 after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think
 that will last for very long.  I may get a better handle on how much longer
 pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
 from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I
 tests.  Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
 test it for contaminants.  EPA will approve that the treated water will be
 re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
 identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
 
 
<image002.png>
Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059


<HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf>








From: Laubach, Marlowe D NWS
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Garrison, Richard O NWS; Gilmer, Miriam G NWS; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: Dual Sites GW OU3 - pCBSA (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:25:35 PM


Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE


Cynthia,


I came across an OEHHA document (Feb 2015) on a public health protective concentration of pCBSA.


http://www.oehha.ca.gov/water/reports/pCBSAPublicHealthCon.pdf


Is this what you had mentioned during our last teleconference?


Regards,
Marlowe


Marlowe Laubach, P.E.
Chemical Engineer
USACE, Seattle District
206.764.4480 office


Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Manzanilla, Enrique
To: Lyons, John; Stralka, Daniel
Cc: Zito, Kelly; Guria, Peter; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Jolish, Taly; Minor,


 Dustin; Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:12:46 PM


PCBSa
 


From: Cal EPA / OEHHA [mailto:lmonserr@oehha.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:07 PM
To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Subject: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols
 


News from OEHHA


Drinking Water - Public health protective concentration for para-chlorobenzene sulfonic
 acid (pCBSA) in drinking water.


The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is identifying a public
 health protective concentration of 3 parts per million (ppm) for the chemical para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in drinking water. pCBSA is a by-product of the
 production of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) and is often found in soil at former
 DDT manufacturing sites. pCBSA is highly water soluble and has contaminated aquifers
 beneath these sites.


 
Fact Sheet - Oil Spills and Seafood  the process by which OEHHA responds to spills
 and evaluates the risk of eating seafood after a spill
 
Oil Spills and Seafood - OEHHA's Protocol For Seafood Risk Assessment To Support
 Fisheries Re-Opening Decisions For Aquatic Oil Spills In California (pdf)
 
 


 


 
Quick Links...


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~


The OEHHA Website


More About OEHHA


Contact Information


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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From: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: FW: Eurofins Calscience Lab pCBSA sampling 1.28.2015
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 4:02:12 PM


Cynthia,
 
I noticed the chain of custody form for the samples delivered to Eurofins on January 28, 2015 only
 listed sample numbers and no site names (Lillian said they put the site names on the sample
 bottles).  I asked Lillian to provide a list for you (see e-mail from Lillian below).  Also, we sampled
 one of the Montrose extraction well (G-EW-3) this morning.  Lillian told me Montrose collected their
 own samples too.  Thank you very much for your help! 
 
By the way, Lillian also went to Golden State this morning and sampled Well Dalton 1.  After my boss
 called them and informed them that we have the legal authority to conduct sampling at any
 reasonable time, they called me back and asked me to write an official letter explaining the purpose
 of the sampling, testing methods, detection limits, who will get the data etc. .  Well, I finally secured
 the access.  I will share the sampling results for all the samples collected from the drinking water
 wells (7 wells) with you once they are available.
 
Best regards,
 
 
Shu-Fang Orr, P.E.
District Engineer, Angeles District
Drinking Water Field Operations – Southern California
SWRCB, Division of Drinking Water
500 N. Central Avenue, Suite 500
Glendale, CA 91203
818-551-2045 (Phone); 818-551-2054 (fax)
e-mail: Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov
 
 
 
 
 


From: Luong, Lillian@Waterboards 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 2:43 PM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: Eurofins Calscience Lab pCBSA sampling 1.28.2015
 
Hi Shu-Fang, below is a description of the samples submitted to Eurofins Calscience Lab on
 1/28/2015.
 


Sample
 ID Date Time Description
#1 1/28/2015 9:35 City of Torrance Madrona Well #2 (1910213-009)
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#2 1/28/2015 10:10 CWSC-Dominguez Well  275-01   (1910033-022)
#3 1/28/2015 10:30 CWSC-Dominguez Well 279-01   (1910033-019)
#4 1/28/2015 10:50 CWSC-Dominguez Well 277-01   (1910033-024)
#5 1/28/2015 11:10 CWSC-Dominguez Well 215-01   (1910033-004)
#6 1/28/2015 11:00 CWSC-Dominguez Well 298-01   (1910033-018)


 
 
Sincerely
 
Lillian Luong
Water Resource Control Engineer
State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Drinking Water
500 N. Central Ave. Suite 500
Glendale, CA  91203
Office (818) 551-2038
Fax (818) 551-2054
Email: Lillian.Luong@waterboards.ca.gov
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Natalia.Raykhman@CH2M.com
Subject: FW: Montrose GW System
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:52:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image003.png


Do have a good report on how the model was established?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: James Wells [mailto:JWells@everettassociates.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:51 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
 
One more thing:
Can you direct me to the best report (or reports) that discuss the groundwater modeling
 that was done to support design decisions for the gw system?
Having come into this project with a focus on vapor intrusion, I’m not up to speed on all the
 literature.
Thanks,
Jim W
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 10:28 AM
To: James Wells
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Jim,
 
It is a good question - and a somewhat complicated response.  Actually, the problem
 with pCBSA adsorption on GAC is that pCBSA is highly soluble and does not want to
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 sorb onto GAC particles.  So it passes right by the "sorb sites", so even when there is
 breakthrough for pCBSA, the GAC still has lots of available "sorb sites" for other
 chemicals that are not as water soluble.
 
I recall a study a long time ago on GAC adsorption for multiple chemicals, where one of
 the chemicals was water soluble similar to pCBSA.  The study concluded that the
 water soluble chemical had adsorbed just near the inlet of the GAC and passed
 through the other sections.  I don’t recall the theory.  In general, some COCs are
 adsorbed more preferentially than others. Anyway, also the GAC in this treatment
 train is not the real workhorse for removing the COCs – the HiPox/air stripper is
 designed to lower the COC concentrations to injection standards. The GAC system
 serves as a polishing step for some COCs that are not fully removed by the upstream
 processes.
 
We did conduct a GAC test for Montrose groundwater a few years ago.  (I have
 attached the output graph).  I don’t know if we calculated a Koc.  I was not involved in
 the project at the time, but it was my understanding based on the GAC test, that EPA
 determined that it wasn’t a reliable technology, so I doubt we calculated a Koc or did
 any further analysis. 
 
Feel free to give me a call, Cynthia
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: James Wells [mailto:JWells@everettassociates.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Cynthia,
Can you help me with what’s probably a dumb question about operation of the full
 scale system?
I understand that pCBSA is expected to break-through the liquid GAC fairly quickly
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 (thus LGAC is not expected to reduce pCBSA concentration in reinjection water).
 Breakthrough occurs when all the sorption sites are filled with pCBSA, so wouldn’t
 there be breakthrough for pesticides and benzene and TCE and other stuff too since
 all the sites in the GAC are occupied by pCBSA? Or are the sorptive characteristics of
 the other organics so different that they can still be removed even if pCBSA is
 breaking through? On a related note: what do we know about pCBSA sorption?
 Have you folks generated a Koc for this compound?
Thanks,
Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
3700 State Street, Suite 350
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
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From: Lyons, John
To: Stralka, Daniel
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Barton, Dana
Subject: FW: pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 12:54:59 PM


 
 
From: Scozzafava, MichaelE 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 11:45 AM
To: Lyons, John
Subject: pCBSA
 
John,
 
I spoke to ORD Cincinnati and they agreed to provide a quick evaluation of the Cal number.  When
 you’re ready, you should submit a formal request through the Superfund Health Risk Technical
 Support Center at 513 569 7300.  Let them know that this is a time-sensitive request and that
 Annette Gatchette is aware.  Also be as specific as possible as to what you would like them to
 review. 
 
Separately, send me the document when you receive it from California.  I will forward directly to
 Annette to get the ball rolling.   Some of my staff have also expressed interest in reviewing.
 
Thanks and give me a ring if you have any questions/concerns.
 
Mike
 
Michael Scozzafava, Chief
Science Policy Branch
OSRTI, OSWER
p: 703-603-8833
cell: 202-407-2555
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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:46:56 AM


Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia Wetmore? Also, Cynthia
 Babich just requested that we extend the invite to the the state folks and others on the pCBSA
 list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? I suggested putting this on the March
 30th agenda, but she prefers to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.


Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the only 2 hour block
 that works for everyone this week.


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
 <JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia
 Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com" <dcapjane@aol.com>


Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional Test with Cynthia
 Wetmore? I will send a calendar invite.


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Thank you, Miranda.  10 AM – 12:30 PM work best for me.  I have a 2:30 LA – SF flight. 


 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM
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To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test


 


Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia Wetmore next
 Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know what time to
 works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.


 


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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From: James Wells
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Montrose GW System
Date: Friday, February 20, 2015 3:54:20 PM


Hi Cynthia,
Can you help me with what’s probably a dumb question about operation of the full scale system?
I understand that pCBSA is expected to break-through the liquid GAC fairly quickly (thus LGAC is not
 expected to reduce pCBSA concentration in reinjection water). Breakthrough occurs when all the
 sorption sites are filled with pCBSA, so wouldn’t there be breakthrough for pesticides and benzene
 and TCE and other stuff too since all the sites in the GAC are occupied by pCBSA? Or are the sorptive
 characteristics of the other organics so different that they can still be removed even if pCBSA is
 breaking through? On a related note: what do we know about pCBSA sorption? Have you folks
 generated a Koc for this compound?
Thanks,
Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
3700 State Street, Suite 350
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David;


 Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells
Bcc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: Phase I testing.
Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:37:00 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Hi Cynthia,
 
As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits what we
 can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes only the
 Phase I functional test.  As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable document
 to share with you.  The Phase I test and results are as follows.
 
The Phase I test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator.  The design
 requires the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone. 
 Previous Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L.  Phase I was
 designed to demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone.  The ozone when mixed with hydrogen
 peroxide forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.
 
The Phase I test was run on February 26, 2015.  Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3 mg/L, the
 system was not able to maintain that rate.  An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved for the test.
   Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:
 


Constituent
Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)


Influent Post-HiPOx
Post-Air


 Stripper
Post-LGAC VGAC Influent


Discharge
 Stack


pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34 J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA


 
 
EPA does not believe the Phase I test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.
 
-Cynthia W.
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: James Wells
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Additional Montrose results
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:19:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Cynthia,
Wow, 630,000 is a big number!
Would Montrose need to do some additional modeling runs to verify adequacy of a new pumping
 scheme?
Best, Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez,
 Yolanda; Yogi, David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC;
 James Wells
Subject: Additional Montrose results
 
Hi Cynthia,
 
EPA has recently received updated sampling results. After the last Phase I test sampling results came
 back, Montrose elected to go back and re-sample the extraction wells, with EPA approval. 
 Montrose has tested the treatment system for a short duration three times, and all three results
 had higher than anticipated influent pCBSA levels.  The reason why is now apparent.  Extraction well
 UBA-EW-1 had increased pCBSA concentrations by a factor of nearly ten.   This well is located on the
 Montrose property and does not pose an immediate risk to the community.  
 
However, it does mean that Montrose will need re-evaluate the pumping strategy in the short term
 to minimize excessive pCBSA entering into the groundwater treatment system.  This may lead to
 adjustments in the pumping strategy.  This type of adjustment is not uncommon especially since
 design and construction has taken years.  Groundwater moves and shifts, and changes in
 concentrations are expected. 
 
EPA will ensure that the revised pumping strategy will continue to support the ability of the system
 to contain the contamination, stop the migration of the dissolved plume, and clean up the dissolved
 plume as required in the ROD.
 
Thanks, Cyntia W.
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TGRS Extraction
 Well


pCBSA Concentration (ug/L)
Prior Result March 2015


UBA-EW-1 76,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 37,000 13,000
BF-EW-1 130,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
BF-EW-2 100,000 56,000
BF-EW-3 19,000 15,000
BF-EW-4 24,000 25,000
BF-EW-5 140,000 130,000
G-EW-1 10,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
G-EW-2 9,800 34,000
G-EW-3 3,700 4,800
G-EW-4 21,000 24,000


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Laubach, Marlowe D NWS
Cc: Garrison, Richard O NWS; Gilmer, Miriam G NWS; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: RE: Dual Sites GW OU3 - pCBSA (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 7:39:00 AM


Yep. 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059


-----Original Message-----
From: Laubach, Marlowe D NWS [mailto:Marlowe.D.Laubach@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:25 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Garrison, Richard O NWS; Gilmer, Miriam G NWS; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: Dual Sites GW OU3 - pCBSA (UNCLASSIFIED)


Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE


Cynthia,


I came across an OEHHA document (Feb 2015) on a public health protective concentration of pCBSA.


http://www.oehha.ca.gov/water/reports/pCBSAPublicHealthCon.pdf


Is this what you had mentioned during our last teleconference?


Regards,
Marlowe


Marlowe Laubach, P.E.
Chemical Engineer
USACE, Seattle District
206.764.4480 office


Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: James Wells
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:51:02 PM
Attachments: image001.png


One more thing:
Can you direct me to the best report (or reports) that discuss the groundwater modeling that was
 done to support design decisions for the gw system?
Having come into this project with a focus on vapor intrusion, I’m not up to speed on all the
 literature.
Thanks,
Jim W
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 10:28 AM
To: James Wells
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Jim,
 
It is a good question - and a somewhat complicated response.  Actually, the problem with
 pCBSA adsorption on GAC is that pCBSA is highly soluble and does not want to sorb onto GAC
 particles.  So it passes right by the "sorb sites", so even when there is breakthrough for
 pCBSA, the GAC still has lots of available "sorb sites" for other chemicals that are not as water
 soluble.
 
I recall a study a long time ago on GAC adsorption for multiple chemicals, where one of the
 chemicals was water soluble similar to pCBSA.  The study concluded that the water soluble
 chemical had adsorbed just near the inlet of the GAC and passed through the other sections. 
 I don’t recall the theory.  In general, some COCs are adsorbed more preferentially than
 others. Anyway, also the GAC in this treatment train is not the real workhorse for removing
 the COCs – the HiPox/air stripper is designed to lower the COC concentrations to injection
 standards. The GAC system serves as a polishing step for some COCs that are not fully
 removed by the upstream processes.
 
We did conduct a GAC test for Montrose groundwater a few years ago.  (I have attached the
 output graph).  I don’t know if we calculated a Koc.  I was not involved in the project at the
 time, but it was my understanding based on the GAC test, that EPA determined that it wasn’t
 a reliable technology, so I doubt we calculated a Koc or did any further analysis. 
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Feel free to give me a call, Cynthia
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: James Wells [mailto:JWells@everettassociates.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Cynthia,
Can you help me with what’s probably a dumb question about operation of the full scale
 system?
I understand that pCBSA is expected to break-through the liquid GAC fairly quickly (thus
 LGAC is not expected to reduce pCBSA concentration in reinjection water). Breakthrough
 occurs when all the sorption sites are filled with pCBSA, so wouldn’t there be breakthrough
 for pesticides and benzene and TCE and other stuff too since all the sites in the GAC are
 occupied by pCBSA? Or are the sorptive characteristics of the other organics so different
 that they can still be removed even if pCBSA is breaking through? On a related note: what
 do we know about pCBSA sorption? Have you folks generated a Koc for this compound?
Thanks,
Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
3700 State Street, Suite 350
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
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From: James Wells
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:44:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Cynthia,
Thanks for the call earlier this week.
I think I have what I need for now on the pCBSA/GAC issue.
Bottom line is that carbon is a lousy way to remove pCBSA from water!
Take care,
Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 10:28 AM
To: James Wells
Subject: RE: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Jim,
 
It is a good question - and a somewhat complicated response.  Actually, the problem with
 pCBSA adsorption on GAC is that pCBSA is highly soluble and does not want to sorb onto GAC
 particles.  So it passes right by the "sorb sites", so even when there is breakthrough for
 pCBSA, the GAC still has lots of available "sorb sites" for other chemicals that are not as water
 soluble.
 
I recall a study a long time ago on GAC adsorption for multiple chemicals, where one of the
 chemicals was water soluble similar to pCBSA.  The study concluded that the water soluble
 chemical had adsorbed just near the inlet of the GAC and passed through the other sections. 
 I don’t recall the theory.  In general, some COCs are adsorbed more preferentially than
 others. Anyway, also the GAC in this treatment train is not the real workhorse for removing
 the COCs – the HiPox/air stripper is designed to lower the COC concentrations to injection
 standards. The GAC system serves as a polishing step for some COCs that are not fully
 removed by the upstream processes.
 
We did conduct a GAC test for Montrose groundwater a few years ago.  (I have attached the
 output graph).  I don’t know if we calculated a Koc.  I was not involved in the project at the
 time, but it was my understanding based on the GAC test, that EPA determined that it wasn’t
 a reliable technology, so I doubt we calculated a Koc or did any further analysis. 
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Feel free to give me a call, Cynthia
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: James Wells [mailto:JWells@everettassociates.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Montrose GW System
 
Hi Cynthia,
Can you help me with what’s probably a dumb question about operation of the full scale
 system?
I understand that pCBSA is expected to break-through the liquid GAC fairly quickly (thus
 LGAC is not expected to reduce pCBSA concentration in reinjection water). Breakthrough
 occurs when all the sorption sites are filled with pCBSA, so wouldn’t there be breakthrough
 for pesticides and benzene and TCE and other stuff too since all the sites in the GAC are
 occupied by pCBSA? Or are the sorptive characteristics of the other organics so different
 that they can still be removed even if pCBSA is breaking through? On a related note: what
 do we know about pCBSA sorption? Have you folks generated a Koc for this compound?
Thanks,
Jim W
 
James T. Wells, PhD, PG
L. Everett & Associates, LLC
3700 State Street, Suite 350
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
805-880-9302 (office)
805-570-0267 (mobile)
www.everettassociates.net
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Yogi, David
Subject: RE: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:13:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I don’t have your number. (it’s not right on your avatar)
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Yogi, David 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 1:12 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Re: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
 
Can we discuss?


Sent from my iPhone


On Feb 25, 2015, at 12:14 PM, "Cynthia Babich"
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


This is not reflective of our conversations.  See quotes from the
 document below.


Page 1 Sentence 1:  The objective of this short-term test is to demonstrate
 that the TGRS system is capable of reducing dissolved para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations to below the
 reinjection standard under the Record of Decision (25 milligrams per liter
 [mg/L]) exclusive of any benefit offered by the new carbon in the liquid-
phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) vessels.


Page 2 Second sentence:  If the laboratory results demonstrate that the
 pCBSA concentration meets the 25 mg/L injection standard and with
 concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the
 Phase 1 testing via the injection wells.


Page 3 entirely: Page 3 of 3
Discharge of Existing Water
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The effluent and utility tanks are currently holding approximately 40,000
 gallons of treated groundwater generated during the second functional test
 conducted on December 15, 2014. That groundwater meets the injection
 standard for pCBSA (less than 25,000 ug/L) and only two volatile organic
 compounds (VOCs) were detected (12 ug/L tert-butyl-alcohol [TBA] and
 3.9J ug/L acetone). There is no state or federal maximum contaminant
 level (MCL) for TBA or acetone, but there is a state action level of 12
 ug/L for TBA. Prior to conducting the Phase 1 functional test, a
 verification sample of the treated groundwater from the second functional
 test will be collected and analyzed for pCBSA. Laboratory results will be
 submitted simultaneously to EPA and the State. If the verification sample
 confirms that pCBSA is below the injection standard and with
 concurrence from EPA, the treated groundwater will be pumped to the
 TGRS injection wells.
Schedule and Reporting
Following EPA and State approval, the Phase 1 functional testing will be
 scheduled. All field activities can be completed in a single day, and only
 one to two days of advance planning will be required to coordinate
 resources and sampling supplies. Once established, EPA and the State
 will be notified at least 24 hours in advance of the Phase 1 functional
 testing schedule.
Laboratory analysis of the Phase 1 functional testing samples will take
 approximately five business days. Upon receipt, the laboratory results and
 associated field parameters will be tabulated. Following review by
 Montrose, the results table and laboratory report will be submitted to EPA
 and the State. Given the limited nature of the Phase 1 functional testing,
 no additional reporting is required for this test.


VERY SHORT NOTICE!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Cynthia B


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 
                             If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter -
Hummmmm!
 
On Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 11:45 AM, Yogi, David
 <Yogi.David@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,
Per our conversation last week, please find attached the Phase 1
 Functional Test (i.e., 30-60 minute test) memo.  The test has been
 schedule to happen tomorrow, February 26.  As mentioned in
 Attachment 2 of the February 17 agenda, we will be providing test
 results to DAAC within 7-10 days of receipt by EPA.  It is now
 anticipated these results will be delivered to EPA within 1-3 weeks
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 after completion of the test.  If you have any questions, please feel free
 to contact me.
 
Thanks,
David
 
David Yogi
Manager, Community Involvement Section
Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone:  415-972-3350
Mobile:  415-760-5419
Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Miranda Maupin
Cc: Yogi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:24:02 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


Miranda,
On the call, Cynthia Wetmore will only be able to review the information she sent in the email.  I
 understand this review of the Phase 1 testing may not have been the intent of the meeting. 
 However, I don’t recall TASC every sending a meeting purpose.  Please check with the stakeholders
 on whether they would like to participate in this meeting. 
 
I am available between 7-9 AM on Thursday at 602-758-0335.
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:26 PM
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test
 
Sorry for the delayed response.  I haven’t heard back yet from the attorneys on what I can cover and
 what I cannot.  I am afraid that it will be a short and frustrating call unfortunately. 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
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Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
 
Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already occurred? If so,
 would this include the results of the test? I'm trying to understand whether this call
 would still be of value to DAAC and TASC. When Dana offered, I believe she was
 referring to the 2-week Phase 2 tests, right?
 
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia
 <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Sorry Miranda, I left a message for Yolanda that I am available.  Just so you know, I am
 under court-ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can
 only discuss Phase I.  I doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it.  I plan to get more clarification
 from the attorneys about what I can say.  Sorry.  Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test
 
Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia
 Wetmore? Also, Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to
 the the state folks and others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening
 up the call to others? I suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but
 she prefers to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.
 
Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the
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 only 2 hour block that works for everyone this week.
 
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
 <JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck
 <mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com"
 <dcapjane@aol.com>


Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional
 Test with Cynthia Wetmore? I will send a calendar invite.
 
Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
 <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Thank you, Miranda.  10 AM – 12:30 PM work best for me.  I have a 2:30 LA – SF
 flight. 
 
From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test
 
Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia
 Wetmore next Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm.
 Please let us know what time to works for you and we can reserve it on
 our calendars.
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Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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From: Phuong Ly
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
Date: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 11:02:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Cynthia,
We can definitely sample the WRD nested groundwater monitoring wells Carson 1, 2, & 3 and
 PM-3 Madrid.  Since WRD owns the production well Madrona 2, we can also sample this well. 
 For the other remaining production wells in the area, EPA will need to coordinate with Golden
 State Water Company (owns Well Dalton 1) and California Water Service Company (owns
 Wells 275-01, 279-01, 277-01, 215-01, 219-02, and 298-01) directly for sampling since they
 are the well owners. 
 
By the way, I should mention that WRD will be installing two production/drinking water wells
 in this area and hope to have them operational by the end of this summer.  In fact, we start
 drilling next week.  The first new well (currently referred to as the Police Dept Well) will be
 located approximately 2,150 feet south-southeast of Well Madrona 2.  The second new well
 (currently referred to as the Delthorne Park Well) will be located approximately 1,220 feet
 northwest of Well Madrona 2.  We hope to pump about 2,000 gpm from each well and the
 water will be treated with reverse osmosis membranes and served as drinking water in the
 City of Torrance.  In each well, we are targeting two well screens between 280 and 540 ft bgs,
 most likely around 280-380 ft bgs and 400-540 ft bgs.
 
Can you send us your lab report for the recent drinking water well samples?  We just want to
 review it to make sure that we perform the exact same analysis on the WRD wells samples. 
 Thanks.
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Phuong Ly
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Re: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Phuong,  
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I thought the RPM for the site, Kevin, was coordinating with you.  I apologize.
 
I think we would like the 6 wells that have been sampled and the Dalton well #1.  Also, is it
 possible to sample the well 219-02? This is well is the one directly down gradient from the
 site, but is not currently being used. Finally, there were about 4 monitoring wells around the
 site -Crson #1, #2, #3 and PM Madrid.  I think if we could sample the Gage and the Lynwood
 screened areas, that would be sufficient.
 
Thoughts?

 
Thanks again, Cynthia


From: Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov); Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Cynthia,
As a follow-up to today’s conf call, can you please let me know which WRD wells you are
 interested in pCBSA monitoring in the future?  We are currently setting up our laboratory
 bottle order for the Spring 2014 sampling event and we would love to get your
 recommendation.  We can sample as many WRD wells as you like and can continue pCBSA
 monitoring in the future.  Also, we are interested in reviewing your Draft Sampling Plan, to
 ensure that we perform the exact same analysis as the recent drinking water well samples. 
 
Shu-Fang – If you have any recommendations for the WRD wells that you would like to be
 sampled, please let me know as well. 
 
Thanks so much!
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Cc: Phuong Ly; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Results from last Wednesdays sampling
Importance: High
 
Hi Shu-Fang,
 
Our results are all non-detect for the 6 wells sampled.  Please let us know when you have your
 results.
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Phuong Ly
Cc: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
Date: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 12:24:50 PM
Attachments: image001.png


About drinking water wells – three water systems are involved here.
 
California Water Service Company –Dominguez (CWSC)


·         Wells 275-01, 279-01, 277-01, 215-01, 298-01 and 219-02 (Inactive). CWSC is
 reevaluating their plan to reactivate 219-02.  I am not sure what’s their current
 plan now.  You may want to contact Jackie to see if it is feasible to do the
 sampling. 


·         Contact person: Jacqueline Takeda (310) 257-1482
City of Torrance


·         Madrona Well 2
·         Contact person: Alan Berndt (310) 618-6219


Golden State Water Company (GSWC)
·         Dalton Well 1
·         Contact person: Alex M. Chakmak (310)263-4141 X 110


 
I am not sure what’s your plan about the logistics.  I know another EPA clean-up project manager
 (CRGG) has made an arrangement with CWSC.  CWSC has been conducting sampling for them.  I am
 sure CWSC will be willing to do the sampling for you, if they can recover the cost.  Torrance is
 relatively cooperative too.  You may be able to make the same arrangement with them (and I just
 saw Phuong’s e-mail – WRD can sample for you too).  I am not sure about GSWC.  If you hit a
 roadblock with GSWC, let me know (so that I can discuss with our upper management to see how
 we can help).
 
About WRD’s monitoring wells, the list of wells selected are the same ones I would like to be
 included in the monitoring plan.  However, I wonder if the deeper aquifers can be sampled also, if
 the monitoring wells are screened at the deeper depth as well.  The drinking water wells are
 typically screened at deeper depth.  It will be nice to have the water quality data for the deeper
 aquifer (so that we can use these monitoring wells as up-gradient early warning monitoring wells for
 drinking water wells and have water systems take appropriate action, should the plume escaped
 from the containment area).
 
Thank you.
 
Shu-Fang Orr, P.E.
District Engineer, Angeles District
Drinking Water Field Operations – Southern California
SWRCB, Division of Drinking Water
500 N. Central Avenue, Suite 500
Glendale, CA 91203
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818-551-2045 (Phone); 818-551-2054 (fax)
e-mail: Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov
 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Phuong Ly
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Phuong,  
 
I thought the RPM for the site, Kevin, was coordinating with you.  I apologize.
 
I think we would like the 6 wells that have been sampled and the Dalton well #1.  Also, is it
 possible to sample the well 219-02? This is well is the one directly down gradient from the
 site, but is not currently being used. Finally, there were about 4 monitoring wells around the
 site -Crson #1, #2, #3 and PM Madrid.  I think if we could sample the Gage and the Lynwood
 screened areas, that would be sufficient.
 
Thoughts?

 
Thanks again, Cynthia


From: Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov); Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Cynthia,
As a follow-up to today’s conf call, can you please let me know which WRD wells you are
 interested in pCBSA monitoring in the future?  We are currently setting up our laboratory
 bottle order for the Spring 2014 sampling event and we would love to get your
 recommendation.  We can sample as many WRD wells as you like and can continue pCBSA
 monitoring in the future.  Also, we are interested in reviewing your Draft Sampling Plan, to
 ensure that we perform the exact same analysis as the recent drinking water well samples. 
 
Shu-Fang – If you have any recommendations for the WRD wells that you would like to be
 sampled, please let me know as well. 
 
Thanks so much!
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Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Cc: Phuong Ly; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Results from last Wednesdays sampling
Importance: High
 
Hi Shu-Fang,
 
Our results are all non-detect for the 6 wells sampled.  Please let us know when you have your
 results.
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Phuong Ly; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:55:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Good news indeed.  I know Ray will be staying on top of everything!
 
Shu-Fang
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:51 PM
To: Phuong Ly; Chavira, Raymond
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Phuong, So nice to talk with you this afternoon.  As I told Ray, you and Shu-Fang have been so
 helpful to me on this project.
 
Shu-Fang – good news! – Ray has been assigned the RPM job for Montrose groundwater to take
 over for Kevin.  I know you have worked with him in the past.  He is focusing on the Five Year review
 and the monitoring program for the Site, and eventually ease into oversight of the operation of the
 treatment plant.
 
Ray’s number is 415-947-4218
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Phuong Ly [mailto:ply@wrd.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 11:00 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Cynthia,
We can definitely sample the WRD nested groundwater monitoring wells Carson 1, 2,
 & 3 and PM-3 Madrid.  Since WRD owns the production well Madrona 2, we can also
 sample this well.  For the other remaining production wells in the area, EPA will need
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 to coordinate with Golden State Water Company (owns Well Dalton 1) and California
 Water Service Company (owns Wells 275-01, 279-01, 277-01, 215-01, 219-02, and
 298-01) directly for sampling since they are the well owners. 
 
By the way, I should mention that WRD will be installing two production/drinking
 water wells in this area and hope to have them operational by the end of this
 summer.  In fact, we start drilling next week.  The first new well (currently referred to
 as the Police Dept Well) will be located approximately 2,150 feet south-southeast of
 Well Madrona 2.  The second new well (currently referred to as the Delthorne Park
 Well) will be located approximately 1,220 feet northwest of Well Madrona 2.  We
 hope to pump about 2,000 gpm from each well and the water will be treated with
 reverse osmosis membranes and served as drinking water in the City of Torrance.  In
 each well, we are targeting two well screens between 280 and 540 ft bgs, most likely
 around 280-380 ft bgs and 400-540 ft bgs.
 
Can you send us your lab report for the recent drinking water well samples?  We just
 want to review it to make sure that we perform the exact same analysis on the WRD
 wells samples.  Thanks.
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Phuong Ly
Cc: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Re: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Phuong,  
 
I thought the RPM for the site, Kevin, was coordinating with you.  I apologize.
 
I think we would like the 6 wells that have been sampled and the Dalton well #1.  Also,
 is it possible to sample the well 219-02? This is well is the one directly down gradient
 from the site, but is not currently being used. Finally, there were about 4 monitoring
 wells around the site -Crson #1, #2, #3 and PM Madrid.  I think if we could sample the
 Gage and the Lynwood screened areas, that would be sufficient.
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Thoughts?

 
Thanks again, Cynthia


From: Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov); Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Cynthia,
As a follow-up to today’s conf call, can you please let me know which WRD wells you
 are interested in pCBSA monitoring in the future?  We are currently setting up our
 laboratory bottle order for the Spring 2014 sampling event and we would love to get
 your recommendation.  We can sample as many WRD wells as you like and can
 continue pCBSA monitoring in the future.  Also, we are interested in reviewing your
 Draft Sampling Plan, to ensure that we perform the exact same analysis as the recent
 drinking water well samples. 
 
Shu-Fang – If you have any recommendations for the WRD wells that you would like to
 be sampled, please let me know as well. 
 
Thanks so much!
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Cc: Phuong Ly; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Results from last Wednesdays sampling
Importance: High
 
Hi Shu-Fang,
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Our results are all non-detect for the 6 wells sampled.  Please let us know when you have
 your results.
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059








From: Natalia.Raykhman@CH2M.com
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
Date: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 8:22:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Cynthia,
We didn’t really have a formal sampling plan because we were just receiving samples taken by the
 water company staff from their pumping wells.  Our specification for the laboratory was as follows:
 
EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA; RL is 5.0 ug/L and the MDL is 0.46 ug/L.  We used a 48-hour turnaround time
 for analysis, and asked the lab to provide their Level IV documentation required for the data
 validation.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best Regards
Natasha
 
 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:55 PM
To: Raykhman, Natalia/SCO
Subject: FW: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Can I have CH2mHill sampling Plan for pCBSA sampling? Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Phuong Ly [mailto:ply@wrd.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov); Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Subject: pCBSA Monitoring in WRD Nested Wells
 
Hi Cynthia,
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As a follow-up to today’s conf call, can you please let me know which WRD wells you
 are interested in pCBSA monitoring in the future?  We are currently setting up our
 laboratory bottle order for the Spring 2014 sampling event and we would love to get
 your recommendation.  We can sample as many WRD wells as you like and can
 continue pCBSA monitoring in the future.  Also, we are interested in reviewing your
 Draft Sampling Plan, to ensure that we perform the exact same analysis as the recent
 drinking water well samples. 
 
Shu-Fang – If you have any recommendations for the WRD wells that you would like to
 be sampled, please let me know as well. 
 
Thanks so much!
 
Phuong Ly, P.E.
Hydrogeology Department
Water Replenishment District of Southern California
4040 Paramount Blvd.
Lakewood, CA  90712
Tel/Fax:  562-275-4246
E-Mail:  ply@wrd.org
Website:  www.wrd.org


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:13 AM
To: Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards
Cc: Phuong Ly; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Scott Warren (Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov)
Subject: Results from last Wednesdays sampling
Importance: High
 
Hi Shu-Fang,
 
Our results are all non-detect for the 6 wells sampled.  Please let us know when you have
 your results.
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
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75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC
Cc: Hume, Richard@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
Date: Friday, February 27, 2015 8:34:00 AM
Attachments: image003.png


No, don’t need the maps – sorry my email wasn’t clear.  Thanks for the pilot test reports.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC [mailto:Laszlo.Saska@dtsc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 8:26 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Hume, Richard@DTSC
Subject: Re: pCBSA request
 
You are welcome for the pilot and bench testing reports. So do you still need pCBSA groundwater contours at Stringfellow? 


Laszlo Saska (Ca. DTSC-Stringfellow)
Sent from my mobile device.


On Feb 27, 2015, at 7:56 AM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Thank you!  Long story, but I was able to talk to Daewon yesterday and get these maps.  But thank you for sending anyway.
 
-Cynthia
 
 
 
<image003.png>
Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC [mailto:Laszlo.Saska@dtsc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 7:20 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: FW: pCBSA request
 
Hi Cynthia,
 
A couple of months ago I sent to Daewon the same reports that you requested recently. Please see my brief email summary below to
 Daewon from that time for an overview of the attachments.
 
You also asked for groundwater pCBSA contour lines at Stringfellow. Please give me a few days to dig around and see what I can find.
 These will come from our geology unit.
 
*************************************************
Laszlo Saska, P.E.
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
Legacy Landfills OFFICE – Stringfellow
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA. 95826
P: 916-255-6553   F: 916-255-6560   C: 916-317-0081
*************************************************


 


From: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 9:37 AM
To: ROJAS-MICKELSON, DAEWON
Cc: Pahwa, Tej@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
 
Hello Daewon,
 
Since the early 2000s, at Stringfellow we conducted conceptual treatability studies, bench-scale treatability studies, as well as pilot-
scale treatability studies, for many compounds, one of which was pCBSA.  We found that pCBSA can be oxidized in an aerobic fluidized
 bed reactor (FBR) to below detection limits, which for us were as low as 0.5 ppm using LC/MS/MS, although the removal efficiency
 varied significantly due to reactor equipment control issues at the pilot-scale level (1 gpm).
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Note that pCBSA is not specifically regulated in our Stringfellow discharge. The reason we were interested in removing pCBSA is
 because it exerts a sizeable oxidative demand or BOD. We were really interested in removing NDMA and 1,4-dioxane in the ppb and
 ppt ranges using HiPOX (ozone/hydrogen peroxide-based advanced oxidation), but we first had to remove this large oxidative demand
 exerted primarily by pCBSA using a relatively inexpensive approach. Otherwise, HiPOX would have been hugely expensive in our
 opinion to also take on pCBSA.
 
I am attaching two reports for your information: 1) Our summary of the bench-scale testing activities (SAAB BTSR) (along with a few
 photos), and 2) the summary of the pilot-scale tests (SAAB AOP Pilot-scale Test Summary).  Note that the latter is a summary of a
 treatment train that consisted of an anaerobic fluidized bed reactor (anaerobic FBR) used for perchlorate destruction, followed by the
 aerobic FBR for BOD reduction (most of which was pCBSA), followed by advanced oxidation (AOP) or HiPOX (we tried both) for NDMA
 and 1,4-dioxane destruction. Note that none of these treatment units were scaled up to full scale, as we still are not required to
 remove any of these compounds.
 
If you need more info, please let me know. Have a god day,
 
*************************************************
Laszlo Saska, P.E.
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
Legacy Landfills OFFICE – Stringfellow
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA. 95826
P: 916-255-6553   F: 916-255-6560   C: 916-317-0081
*************************************************


 


From: Pahwa, Tej@DTSC 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 2:25 PM
To: ROJAS-MICKELSON, DAEWON; Saska, Laszlo@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
 
Daewon,
 
Laszlo was involved in the PCTF testing, which included an aerobic bioreactor p-CBSA.  I spoke with him and he is at the Site today and
 will respond to your question as soon as practical.
 
Tej
 
*******************************************************************************************************************
 
Hi Tej,
 
I was asked about the results of a fluidized reactor treatment bed study for pCBSA that was conducted at Stringfellow roughly ten
 years ago. Can you send the summary report? Again this inquiry is not related to Stringfellow but pCBSA issues at another Superfund
 site.
 
Thanks
Daewon Rojas-Mickelson, EIT
Remedial Project Manager
US EPA Region 9
(415) 947-4191
 
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
Date: Friday, February 27, 2015 7:56:00 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Thank you!  Long story, but I was able to talk to Daewon yesterday and get these maps.  But thank you for sending anyway.
 
-Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC [mailto:Laszlo.Saska@dtsc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 7:20 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: FW: pCBSA request
 
Hi Cynthia,
 
A couple of months ago I sent to Daewon the same reports that you requested recently. Please see my brief email summary below to
 Daewon from that time for an overview of the attachments.
 
You also asked for groundwater pCBSA contour lines at Stringfellow. Please give me a few days to dig around and see what I can find. These
 will come from our geology unit.
 
*************************************************
Laszlo Saska, P.E.
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
Legacy Landfills OFFICE – Stringfellow
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA. 95826
P: 916-255-6553   F: 916-255-6560   C: 916-317-0081
*************************************************


 


From: Saska, Laszlo@DTSC 
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 9:37 AM
To: ROJAS-MICKELSON, DAEWON
Cc: Pahwa, Tej@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
 
Hello Daewon,
 
Since the early 2000s, at Stringfellow we conducted conceptual treatability studies, bench-scale treatability studies, as well as pilot-scale
 treatability studies, for many compounds, one of which was pCBSA.  We found that pCBSA can be oxidized in an aerobic fluidized bed reactor
 (FBR) to below detection limits, which for us were as low as 0.5 ppm using LC/MS/MS, although the removal efficiency varied significantly
 due to reactor equipment control issues at the pilot-scale level (1 gpm).
 
Note that pCBSA is not specifically regulated in our Stringfellow discharge. The reason we were interested in removing pCBSA is because it
 exerts a sizeable oxidative demand or BOD. We were really interested in removing NDMA and 1,4-dioxane in the ppb and ppt ranges using
 HiPOX (ozone/hydrogen peroxide-based advanced oxidation), but we first had to remove this large oxidative demand exerted primarily by
 pCBSA using a relatively inexpensive approach. Otherwise, HiPOX would have been hugely expensive in our opinion to also take on pCBSA.
 
I am attaching two reports for your information: 1) Our summary of the bench-scale testing activities (SAAB BTSR) (along with a few photos),
 and 2) the summary of the pilot-scale tests (SAAB AOP Pilot-scale Test Summary).  Note that the latter is a summary of a treatment train that
 consisted of an anaerobic fluidized bed reactor (anaerobic FBR) used for perchlorate destruction, followed by the aerobic FBR for BOD
 reduction (most of which was pCBSA), followed by advanced oxidation (AOP) or HiPOX (we tried both) for NDMA and 1,4-dioxane
 destruction. Note that none of these treatment units were scaled up to full scale, as we still are not required to remove any of these
 compounds.
 
If you need more info, please let me know. Have a god day,
 
*************************************************
Laszlo Saska, P.E.
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
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Legacy Landfills OFFICE – Stringfellow
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA. 95826
P: 916-255-6553   F: 916-255-6560   C: 916-317-0081
*************************************************


 


From: Pahwa, Tej@DTSC 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 2:25 PM
To: ROJAS-MICKELSON, DAEWON; Saska, Laszlo@DTSC
Subject: RE: pCBSA request
 
Daewon,
 
Laszlo was involved in the PCTF testing, which included an aerobic bioreactor p-CBSA.  I spoke with him and he is at the Site today and will
 respond to your question as soon as practical.
 
Tej
 
*******************************************************************************************************************
 
Hi Tej,
 
I was asked about the results of a fluidized reactor treatment bed study for pCBSA that was conducted at Stringfellow roughly ten years ago.
 Can you send the summary report? Again this inquiry is not related to Stringfellow but pCBSA issues at another Superfund site.
 
Thanks
Daewon Rojas-Mickelson, EIT
Remedial Project Manager
US EPA Region 9
(415) 947-4191
 
 








From: Cynthia Babich
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;


 Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:35:16 PM


 Until this issue is resolved please.


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
 was left out.  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
 wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to
 basically re-run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx
 system.  As you may recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that
 the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
 did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
 60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
 maximum ozone production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
 HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
 
Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
 Phase I test two times.  The first test will be the same as the previous
 Phase I tests.  However, the second test will be run with a changed
 groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last week about the recent
 extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second
 Phase I test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
 lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
 the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
 overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant.  This influent
 groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
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 used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
 are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
 after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think
 that will last for very long.  I may get a better handle on how much longer
 pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
 from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I
 tests.  Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
 test it for contaminants.  EPA will approve that the treated water will be
 re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
 identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
 
 
<image002.png>
Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059


<HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf>








From: Cynthia Babich
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;


 Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:28:11 PM


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor was left out.
  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to basically re-
run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx system.  As you may
 recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that the HiPOx system can achieve the
 full range of ozone production, which it did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that 60 minutes
 was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow maximum ozone
 production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-up the HiPOx system by
 recycling water over and over again through the HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L
 maximum ozone level is achieved.
 
Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the Phase I test two
 times.  The first test will be the same as the previous Phase I tests.  However, the
 second test will be run with a changed groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last
 week about the recent extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second Phase I test,
 Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e. lower the extraction rate
 in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA
 concentration wells) to result in an overall lower pCBSA concentration into the
 treatment plant.  This influent groundwater concentration is closer to the influent
 pCBSA concentrations used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we are with the
 pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank after both GAC units
 have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think that will last for very long.  I may get
 a better handle on how much longer pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect
 after seeing the results from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I tests.  Montrose
 will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to test it for contaminants.  EPA
 will approve that the treated water will be re-injected, only if the levels are below or
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 meet the reinjection standards identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
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